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ABSTRACT: 
Getting customers and retaining them is always the greatest objective of any hotel management aiming to meet the trinity of investment objective which are to preserve capital, enhance its value and to earn net cash profit on the capital invested. One impactful way of achieving that objective is provision and sustenance of state of the earth facilities complementing the building fabric. Assessing the operational effectiveness of such facilities has always been problematic in that opinions of the technicians or engineers are sought and such opinions are rooted in intuition (subjective and speculative, though cheaper) instead of reliance on standard tests laid down by established institutions (objective and scientific, though expensive and laborious). One sure way of achieving good result is seeking the perception of the hotel users (the customers) on the operational effectiveness of the facilities they are paying for in use. This research seeks to establish the operational effectiveness of hotel facilities in South-Western Nigeria via customers’ perception. The research is executed in order to explore alternative way of measuring performance of hotel facilities within the study area. In order to achieve the aim, data were collected from hotels’ customers in addition to physical assessment of hotel facilities and system operations. Stratified sampling technique was used in selecting the samples while sample size determination formula suggested by Kothari was used to determine the sample size. Data analysis was executed using descriptive statistics, Spearman Correlation analysis and relative importance index. It was found that there is disparity between the assessment of the technicians or engineers and the customers who are use and pay for the facilities. It was also found that Engineers focus on operational sturdiness of facilities as main yardstick for measuring performance of facilities while users focus on quantity, quality as well as operational sturdiness of the facilities. It recommended that three parameter (Quantity, Quality and Operational Sturdiness) should come into being for performance measurement of facilities while researchers must explore further the linkage between the three variables.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
The trend in Nigeria today is that facilities maintenance and sustenance must be geared up in all the sectors of the economy, hotels inclusive (Okungbowa, 2005 and Olusola-Obasa, 2005). Thus, in order for business to be conducted in any hotel, it is essential for constructed assets to be appropriately managed if the business is to preserve the capital invested, enhance its value and earn reasonable return on the capital invested (Hanford, 1970). Durodola and Oloyede (2011) identified facilities management as one of the property assets management style that could be used effectively in managing the facilities of the hotels. Facilities Management, in this context, is defined as the proactive management of constructed facilities and organizational assets to improve their efficiency and add value to their performance and services (Okoroh, Jones and IIozor, 2003).  Facilities, in the context of hotels, include buildings, industrial kitchen equipment, and restaurant, halls of all categories, central air-conditioning system, fans, elevators, lifts, electrical installations, escalators, bakery equipment, and recreational facilities including golf courses amongst others. 
Going by Kotler and Armstrong (1989) ‘levels of product’ principle, the core service being rendered by hotels is provision of comfort for guests while these facilities are the actual tools that bring the comfort into reality. The implication is that hoteliers must be concerned about the operational effectiveness of these facilities all the time. But there are three dimensions to operational effectiveness of facilities especially when viewed from the perspective of facilities management as a strategic management tool of enhancing hotel performance. These dimensions are quantity, quality and operational readiness of the facilities all the time.
Despite the non-proactive nature of facilities maintenance generally in these hotels, some are proactive enough to adopt facilities management as strategic management principle in order to get hold of the market going by what are being published in the daily newspapers. In such a scenario, the expectation then is that such hotels must pursue vigorously adequate availability of facilities, of superior quality that are operationally ready at all times. It is only through this that the objective of facilities management as a strategic management tool could be achieved. To what extent is this objective being met in reality? This is a form of performance measurement which ordinarily hotels should be carrying out, but are they doing so?  
 This work aims at establishing the degree of operational effectiveness of hotel facilities in South-Western Nigeria. In order to achieve the aim, the following objectives are set to: establish the quantum of facilities on ground in comparison with need, assess the quality of the facilities from customers’ perspective and then establish the operational effectiveness of these facilities.
2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW
Property is anything that can be owned. But acquisition of real estate comes along with acquisition of bundle of rights in the property. These are the rights of use, possession, control, enjoyment, exclusion, and disposition, including the right to pass the property on by means of a will. Investment in property can be spread on bare land, residential properties, office buildings, strip stores and shopping centres, industrial properties and diverse realty investments such as hotels and motels, commercial hotels, convention hotels, resort hotels, all-suite hotels, extended-stay hotels, motels, amusement parks, golf courses including medical buildings (Sirota 2004). The concerns of investors are the trinity of investment objectives. The diverse opportunity to spread investment, the legal connotations associated with property, the bundles of rights that accompany investment in properties and of recent the ability to separate property from support services necessarily implies management. This point was re-emphasized by Hanford (1970) when he noted that ‘real estate, because it is a dynamic resource, inherently requires constant care, attention and management’. This implies that there is the need for property asset management if the trinity of investment objectives is to be realized. This stand was buttressed by Edgar and Teicholz (2003) when they opined that total asset management (TAM) is a holistic, inclusive and coordinated approach to facility asset management. Property assets management tools commonly identified in literature and pointed out by Durodola and Oloyede (2011) are maintenance management, property management, facilities bench marking and facilities management.

Maintenance management focuses on sustenance and conservation of existing buildings with a view to retaining their structural stability and functionalities (Oyefeko, 1999). At individual level of self-occupation, un-planned maintenance is the norm. Where properties are held as a means to production, a combination of planned and un-planned maintenance holds sway. Where properties are held for investment purposes, then this management activity may be passed on to a professional management agent who then applies property management principles.
Property management focuses on tenant selection and letting; control over the estate; rent review and lease renewals; insurance of the properties; repairs; services and service charges; property management records; property marketing and portfolio management (College of Estate Management, 1995). It is more than maintenance management in that maintenance is an aspect of property management and it becomes a necessary tool when properties are held for investment purposes and becoming extensive or can be easily separated from one’s daily business activities and entrusted into the hand of a professional property manager. At this level performance of the properties are to be assessed and this explains the issue of portfolio management (Nwankwo, 2004).
Facilities management on the other hand is broad based incorporating maintenance management, property management but more importantly, workspace management, churn management, strategic property management and the management of support services among others (Hamer, 1988; Alexander, 1996). It is a strategic tool that readily comes in when there is a need to re-invigorate the performance of property investment. Grimshaw (2003) was of the opinion that some of the major goals of facilities management include improvement of overall work environment, development of functional standards for offices, workstations, equipment and special facilities, reduction in average procurement cost and programme evaluation including strategic analysis of situation, which introduces performance measurement.
Douglas (1996) viewed performance as the process or manner of functioning or operating. From an organisation’s and management perspectives, performance is measured by the realisation of the organisation’s goals. From performance measurement perspective, performance is seen as an object’s ability to achieve desired results.  From corporate real estate management point of view, performance can be seen as the ability of the real estate to support the organisational objectives, strategies and at the end, business success (Lindholm and Nenonem, 2006). 
Maintaining profitability and productivity are the most important long term success factors and the measurement of the success factors is called strategic performance measurement which is the process whereby the strategy of an organisation is translated into concrete objectives and the achievement of those objectives is evaluated. This predicates that performance evaluation can be carried out on the real estate/building itself and also on the workplace management.  
The level of performance an organisation attains is a reflection of the efficiency and effectiveness of the actions it undertakes and thus performance evaluation can be said to be the process of quantifying the efficiency and effectiveness of an action (Amaratunga and Baldry, 2002). In simple terms, performance evaluation can be seen as the variance between the set goals/objectives and the achieved goals.   Applying the disciplines of performance evaluation helps building managers and operators to determine firstly those issues that are crucially important to the overall success of an organisation, and secondly, those issues that are critical to the successful delivery of the specific function or operation concerned (Varcoe, 1996).




Figure 1: Major performance categories
Source: Lutzkendorf et al. (2005)
Functional performance describes and assesses how well use-specific activities and processes can be performed in the building. It is closely related to the needs of the building users and others such as visitors, and the public community. Technical performance describes structural, physical and other technical features and characteristics. Economic performance is divided into two which are real estate performance and cost performance. Real estate performance is the earnings trend and value of a real estate property. Cost performance describes financial expenditures involved in planning, construction, operation, maintenance, demolition or waste disposal at a particular time or within the life cycle of a facility. Environmental performance describes and assesses the building’s features and characteristics relevant to its impact on the environment. Social Performance is closely tied to the health indicators. The overall building performance is influenced by the quality of processes involving planning, construction, use and facility management. On the other hand, Brackertz and kenley (2002) takes into account four different perspectives of facility performance i.e the community, services, building and financial perspectives.
Traditionally the use of financial indicators has determined the way in which businesses operate – if the cost is low, and the profit is high then they can conclude that the business is performing. 










Figure 2: Different views of performance indicators 
Source: Myeda, Kamaruzzaman and Pitt, (2011)
From figure 2, Campbell (1995) views performance measurement indicators as dependent on the equipment, cost and process performance. Baharum et al. (2006) focused on functional performance and technical performance which indicated the service quality and the property quality. Coetzee (1998) also agrees that machine or facility maintenance is among other factors like task, organisational and profit or cost that should be measured with focus on the efficiency level of each subject. (Myeda, Kamaruzzaman and Pitt, 2011). 
Lindholm and Nenonen (2006) suggested that the techniques of carrying out performance evaluation can be grouped into tactical and strategic techniques depending on the user of the evaluation. The tactical tools are important for evaluating, controlling, and improving internal process which are related to the physical workplace i. e. the office buildings. The strategic tools on the other hand are used in measuring the performance of the workplace management i.e. the organisations using the building with respect to the strategic objectives of the organisation. 
The tactical tools are used for analysing the current situation of the work place. The object that is being measured by the tactical tool is the office building. The tactical techniques for performance evaluation are varied. However, some of the identified techniques includes Logometrix, six sigma, benchmarking, post occupancy evaluation (POE), balanced score card (BSC), Microscanfm, building quality assessment (BQA) Building-in-use (BIU) and Apgar real estate scores (ARES). 














Figure 3: Six Perspectives of Facility Performance
Source: Brackertz, (2006)
When it comes to facilities performance measurement, the logometrix comes in handy as it considers the perspectives of the community; the provider, the users, the customers and the operators themselves. The community perspective, has always been neglected in that when a machine is functioning, the presumption is that the system is okay. In the hotel environment however where comfort is the principal product on offer, this may not be okay hence the need to begin operational performance measurement of facilities from the perspective of users, the main beneficiaries.
3.0 RESEARCH METHOD
This is a survey research covering South-Western States of Nigeria as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4: South-Western States of Nigeria (in Thick Line)
There are one hundred and eighty-two hotels in the zone with eighty (44%) of the hotels concentrated in the state capitals, prompting selection of the samples from the state capitals. The sample frame is composed of the hotels that meet the National Classification and Grading of Hotels as stipulated by the Nigerian Tourism Development Corporation (2001). A sample size of 57 hotels was arrived at using the formula given by Kothari (1978). In order to secure representative responses, the size of the sample of hotels for the study should not fall below the representative size determined from statistical estimation theory, which is based on the degree of confidence that the researcher wishes to employ (Kothari, 1978). For this study, the researcher defines how large a sample of hotels should be in order to be 95% confident that the probable error of using a sample rather than surveying the whole population will not exceed 0.02%. The following formula is given:

Where:
 n  =   Sample Size
Zα   =  A value such that the probability of a normal variable exceeding it is (1 – α )/2 and obtainable from Z Table. In this case 1.96
    =     Unknown value we are trying to estimate and taken to be 0.5 conservatively in which case N will be maximum and the sample will yield at least the desired precision.
 δ is the true value  of β  which in this case is 0.02 or 2%
In this case, the formula yields 57. Thus, a sample size of 57 was obtained and this figure was split among the States based on the number of hotels within each State. Out of the fifty-seven questionnaires administered on hotel organizations, twenty-eight (49%) were retrieved while in respect of customers, six hundred and seventy-one questionnaires were administered from which three hundred and sixty (54%) were retrieved. 
Table 1: Total possible Combination of Perceptions about Quality, 



















Expert opinions from environmental sciences, behavioural sciences and tourism industry were sought to ensure content validity of the questionnaires. Data analysis was carried out using descriptive statistics, Karl Pearson Simple Linear Correlation analysis and Relative Importance Index (RII). 
However, in measuring facilities effectiveness, there are three variables namely quantity, quality and operational performance. Each is designed to follow Likert scale with four points each. Each variable is then analysed using mean item on the assumption that each individual is looking at each variable individually. Secondly, the three would have to be combined from composite point of view on the assumption that individuals are being allowed to take a decision based on the overall perception of quantity, quality and operational performance of the facilities. This is termed wholesomeness test.
Supposing quantity is assigned A so that we have A1, A2, A3 and A4; the quality is assigned B so that we have B1, B2, B3 and B4; and operational performance is assigned C so that we have C1, C2, C3 and C4 then each can be treated individually and then collectively using combination. Preliminary analysis did show that a series of the form nx is possible where n represents numbers in a group and x represents number of groups. In this case 43 and this gives 64 possible combinations Table 1 shows the total possible combinations as used for the analysis.

3.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1 Ascertainment of Quantity of available Facilities in Investigated Hotels
Analysis was carried out from two perspectives namely organization and customers. From organizations’ perspective, emphasis was placed on the availability of basic facilities which operational hotels should have (from 2-Star and above) as contained in the National Classification and Grading of Hotels (2002) in Nigeria. Thus the organization Questionnaire requested for services on offer and schedule of available facilities. This deals with quantity of facilities from organizational perspective. However, this was regarded as in-adequate arising from the fact that some element of bias might be there. Thus, customers’ views were sought to rate the hotels in terms of quantity, quality and operational performance of facilities they are enjoying. Table 2 shows the overall positions of facilities and services in the investigated hotels.







































Key > Ec = Combination
Frq = Frequency

Table 3: Frequency Distribution for Facilities' Wholeness 	
Scales 	Frequency               	Ranking 
	(Facilities' Rating Quantum) 	
(Facility Quantum)	Frequency                      %                      Cum.%	
Highly Adequate 	        25                                7                             7	4
Adequate	       169                              47                           54	3
Somewhat Adequate 	        73                               20                           74	2
in-adequate 	        93                               26                          100	1




Superior	        54                              15                            15	4
Standard	        92                              26                            41	3
Somewhat Standard 	       124                             34                            75	2
Inferior 	        90                              25                           100	1
Total	       360                             100                           	
		
	(Facilities' Rating Quality)	
Very Efficient	        51                              14                           14	4
Efficient	        57                              16                           30	3
Somewhat Efficient 	       156                             43                           73	2
In-efficient 	        96                              27                           100	1
Total	       360                            100                           	 








Key > Ec = Combination
Frq = Frequency
Thus, the following statistics were derived:
                                                                      Expected                    Observed
Mean                                                                  16                                 15                  
Mode                                                                   12                                   1
Median                                                                 12                                12
S.Dev.                                                             13.33                            30.12
Var.                                                               177.74                          907.16
Percentile
            25                  Q1                                   6                                  2
            50                   Q2                                12                                12
            75                   Q3                                24                               24
24 to 64 are regarded as wholeness and this gives a total of 106 out of 360 which is 29%. Besides, there is a wide gap between expected mode and observed mode as well as the standard deviations and variances. This could be interpreted to mean that overall, there is lack of wholeness or lack of synergy among the variables of facilities quantities, quality and operational effectiveness.
The implication here is that hotel operators should lay emphasis on quality and planned maintenance of facilities and always give thought to examining facilities holistically than just quantities and one-off performance rectification. It also shows that classification and grading based on facilities is really needing a review in that for now, no thought has been given to how to assess the facilities holistically.
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